This methods article is a reflection on the use of in-depth email interviewing in a qualitative descriptive study. The use of emailing to conduct interviews is thought to be an effective way to collect qualitative data. Building on current methodological literature in qualitative research regarding in-depth email interviewing, we move the conversation toward elicitation of quality data and management of multiple concurrent email interviews. Excerpts are shared from a field journal that was kept throughout one study, with commentary on developing insights. Valuable lessons learned include the importance of (a) logistics and timing related to the management of multiple concurrent email interviews, (b) language and eliciting the data, (c) constructing the email, and (d) processing text-based data and preparing transcripts. Qualitative researchers seeking deeply reflective answers and geographically diverse samples may wish to consider using in-depth email interviews.
The interview is a critical component of data collection in qualitative studies. Great value is placed on the interview process from which an intimate conversation, key data, and interpreted results emerge. Conducting a quality face-to-face interview is extensively discussed in the literature. However, comparatively few articles address how to conduct a quality non-face-to-face interview, such as the email interview. Methodological discussions regarding process and technique are necessary to assist researchers in conducting effective email interviews. In this article, we share our experiences from a study where we used this method for the first time. The purpose of this article is to shed light on in-depth email data collection and management processes that worked well and those that did not. Such discussions may lead to collection of improved quality data. This article is a reflective narrative of the authors' experience with using email interviewing for collecting qualitative data. Our reflections address specific processes for eliciting and managing emailed data not previously discussed in the literature and may provide guidance to qualitative researchers considering employing email interviewing as part of their research methods.
In this article, we expand on the small but growing body of work on methodologies associated with email interviewing. Although some difficulties associated with email interviewing have been identified (James & Busher, 2006; Kazmer & Xie, 2008) , we accept the assumption that in-depth email interviewing is a reliable method of data collection (Creswell, 2007; Elmir, Schmied, Jackson, & Wilkes, 2011; Hamilton & Bowers, 2006; Hunter, Corcoran, Leeder, & Phelps, 2012; James & Busher, 2006; Kazmer & Xie, 2008; Meho, 2006; Wertz et al., 2011) and move the methodological discussion toward actual data collection and management processes. We assert that quality email interviews will improve the interviewing experience for both participant and researcher, thereby improving the quality of data and the research results. Here, we present and discuss experiences and discoveries made in designing an email text-based data collection process for a qualitative descriptive study: the Smart Home Study (Fritz, Corbett, Vandermause, & Cook, 2016) . The discussion is informed by field notes that were kept during this study. 
The Smart Home Study
The qualitative study in which email interviews were employed was a dissertation study about the influence of culture on older adults' adoption of a health-assistive smart home. Active use of email was an inclusion criterion for the Smart Home Study. Using email as a criterion increased the chances that we would locate individuals interested in participating in a discussion about a high technology, the Smart Home, and it also provided the opportunity to use in-depth email interviewing, a method we wished to explore.
Throughout the study, a detailed journal was kept, which included commentary on (a) emerging issues and concerns, (b) decisions made along the way, and (c) the perceived impact of email interviewing on the data obtained. Lessons learned while conducting interviews with 21 older adult participants across 6 months are discussed here.
This study received exempt status from Washington State University's Institutional Review Board (IRB).
Background on Email Interviewing
Many methods of qualitative data collection exist. Historically, qualitative interviews were face-to-face, and questions were unstructured and in-depth. Eventually, the use of face-to-face focus groups added a new method for data collection. When the use of focus groups became a norm (Creswell, 2007; McCoyd & Kerson, 2006; Wertz et al., 2011) , acceptable methods for inquiry moved beyond structured queries such as surveys, to semistructured queries (Creswell, 2007; Wertz et al., 2011) . During the late 20th and early 21st centuries, further evolution of qualitative data collection methods occurred. Researchers began to include data collection techniques that utilized technology such as email, chat rooms, photovoice, and texting (Creswell, 2007) . Contacting participants by email emerged as an effective way to conduct surveys across large populations (Hunter et al., 2012) . Three articles in the early 21st century captured much of the developing philosophical and practical stance of researchers using email interviewing techniques: Meho (2006) , McCoyd and Kerson (2006) , and Kazmer and Xie (2008) . Meho (2006) comprehensively describes early studies (late 1990s through 2004) that employed email interviewing techniques. Since 2004, numerous additional studies have used this method of data collection. Several of these studies were conducted within health science disciplines. McCoyd and Kerson (2006) provide an excellent discussion of some of the strengths and challenges of email interviewing but stop short of discussing data collection and management processes. Kazmer and Xie (2008) also discuss advantages and disadvantages as well as processes such as recruiting, timing, retention, and organizing the data. Our discussion on processes aligns with Kazmer and Xie regarding some of the complexities of logistics, timing, and managing the data. However, our experience was slightly different; we did not find it cumbersome to clean and sort the data. We also discovered additional important procedures not thoroughly discussed in the literature we reviewed. Some of these procedures include constructing emails for eliciting quality data, presenting an authentic voice using written language, and managing multiple concurrent interviews.
Other important ideas highlighted in the extant literature on email interviewing regard ways to achieve (a) methodological and theoretical coherence (Creswell, 2009) , (b) a representative sample among email users (Hamilton & Bowers, 2006; Kazmer & Xie, 2008; McCoyd & Kerson, 2006; Meho, 2006) , and (c) trust, credibility, and authenticity of voice (James & Busher, 2006; Teitcher et al., 2015) . See Table 1 for advantages and disadvantages of email interviewing.
Field Experiences
In this section, I (R.L.F.) highlight content from my field journal. I wrote about emerging issues as I encountered them and these are presented here. Six major issues requiring attention were encountered during the Smart Home Study: logistics and timing, eliciting the data, language and authenticity, using emoticons, constructing the email, and preparing the transcripts. Rich text from my journal gives insight into the realities faced and the decisions made regarding issues related to using the method of email interviewing. This section is followed by a discussion of the issues and the lessons learned.
Logistics and Timing
Early in the data collection process in the example Smart Home Study, the question of timing arose and the logistics of conducting more than one concurrent interview became important to consider. Timing concerns regarded both the intermediary time between emails within a single conversation and the timing of embarking on a new interview. It was complicated to discern just how much time would be needed to complete one entire interview and this led to the consideration of engaging multiple participants at the same time. The question became, "How do I plan the right number of email queries to potential participants while planning time for analysis and integration of developing themes?" A decision was made to send out seven email queries hoping that one or two participants would be ready to start. (A list of people who were interested in participating existed.) To my surprise, five participants responded within days of each other that they were ready to start. In my journal, I noted, [ There are] 5 interviews ongoing right now. Three are going at a rather rapid pace and 2 are slower. I feel somewhat tenuous about the pace, however, [the process] is getting better every day. There are many pieces that overlap which makes it easier yet there are enough individualized pieces to make it complicated.
The number of participants who immediately responded stating they were ready to start caused some concern. I was worried about conducting concurrent analysis throughout each conversation, a qualitative descriptive tradition (Sandelowski, 2000) , while doing justice to the conversation. Eliciting data that addressed the research questions was important. These concerns were captured in my journal:
Timing of email interviews with timing of analysis to allow for proper integration of developing themes [is complicated]. . . . I need multiple participant emails to overlap at one time so I can finish all the interviews before I am old enough to participate myself! Once I query someone and get a positive response I feel the need to run with it. . . . I am pondering the idea of sending a query and then requesting a start date that is at some point in the future-an agreed upon date. I am not sure how to make all the timing issues line up for participants, myself, and the analysis team.
Advice was solicited from a colleague and mentor with expertise in qualitative traditions. It was important to obtain the perspective of someone not so deeply engaged in the study, to obtain a more objective view. My plan became . . . to finish the first 5 interviews and take a brief break for intense analysis time. I will wait to begin the second set of 5 interviews (including queries) until I have all simple summaries back from the individual analysis team members and have completed my comparison summary. . . and then move on to the next five interviews and appropriately include any developing themes.
My mentor advised that analysis would occur alongside the interview and a break may or may not be necessary. The plan of finishing five interviews and then taking a break to allow time for maturation of ideas and the emergence of themes turned out to be unnecessary. Plenty of maturation of ideas occurred during the process of reading and pondering participants' responses, reconsidering the research questions, and constructing my own responses to participants throughout the entire conversation. Therefore, Throughout this process, I found it difficult to manage five separate yet similar conversations concurrently without getting them mixed up. The difficulty arose when constructing response emails. Balancing mindfulness to the specific conversation for which a response was being constructed while keeping in mind the greater concept concurrently being explored with other participants required intense concentration and continuous rereading of email threads. In addition, it was difficult to manage the rhythm and timing of five separate conversations. Individual participants tended to have a rhythmic pattern of response timing to emails inquiries that remained consistent throughout the researcher-participant interaction. Total interview times varied greatly, from 2 days to 2 months, with email exchange times varying from hours to weeks. The anticipation of an individual's rhythm helped with overall mental organization of thought and management of my time; however, the overall process remained inconsistent and complicated.
Eliciting the Data
The plan for eliciting data was to follow the same methodological recommendations for face-to-face interviewing proposed by Creswell (2007) , DiCicco-Bloom and Crabtree (2006), Sandelowski (2000) , and Paley (2010) , while also being mindful of James and Busher's (2006) discussion on credibility and authenticity of voice in online interviewing. A purposeful, yet flexible, plan was developed that focused on releasing power and control to participants, as much as possible. To empower participants, the plan was to be astute to their timing and communication needs. To maintain trustworthiness, credibility, and rigor (Golafshani, 2003) , it was anticipated that the same process of discovery would be followed with each participant. For example, the same questions would be asked in series, and the same series would be followed in each interview. That said, the plan was to remain responsive to participants' timing and to where they might lead the conversation.
Originally, strict adherence to the pre-identified plan was followed. To keep to the plan, the same series of questions were asked of the first few participants. Some flexibility and responsiveness were needed to accommodate the natural variations to the rhythm and flow of the conversation. This responsiveness was instituted to increase rigor of the data (Morse, Barrett, Mayan, Olson, & Spiers, 2002) . However, it was difficult to determine just how much flexibility and responsiveness should be instituted regarding use of professional versus casual language. While struggling with understanding the level of flexibility needed here, time was spent reflecting and reading qualitative methodological literature. Meho (2006) , DiCicco-Bloom and Crabtree (2006) , and Munhall (2012) were reread and reflected upon. I noted, I somehow thought that all my interviews would follow a very close pattern and that would increase the reliability of my data. . . . I want to balance authentic, creative flow with some sort of structure. DiCicco-Bloom & Crabtree [2006] made me think I can be a little more expressive with my "casual" conversation . . . the parts of the email that are about life, the weather, vacations, etc.
Instead of following the original path of strict adherence to the interviewing plan, an astuteness to participants' language was instituted, which resulted in a flexible and varied flow of conversation that included both professional and casual topics. Responding to participants' language with genuine expressions of my own resulted in greater authenticity and rich participant responses.
Language and Authenticity
A desire to mimic the language of the participant was noticed. Responding to participants using their chosen "descriptor words" enhanced communication and subtly provided participants with validation that their words (text-based) were important and were not wrong or a misuse of language. When the same words used by participants were employed, communication was enhanced and credibility given to participants' voices. I noted, I simply mimic their use of certain words or language . . . For some participants I use higher language skill and for others I make my words as simple as possible.
Here, choosing words that were acceptable and understood in the way they were genuinely intended was concerning. One example where reciprocal language became important was in a recruiting conversation with an African American female. My own angst about the use of language when referring to a person of color was noted: Keeping language aligned with the participant appeared to enhance communication and facilitate trust. In the above example, using the language of "African American" instead of "black" became part of the process of developing trust. Trust and communication were not exclusive to each other. Both were needed for eliciting the data from which themes were formed.
Emoticons. Reflecting a professional tone was important so emoticons were not initially used. However, I was pleasantly surprised to find that my older adult participants used them frequently. Their use was enlightening because they informed understanding of participants' perceptions.
Constructing the Email
Constructing a research interview email is unique. It can be difficult to balance research content and casual life conversation. Throughout my study, email interviewing techniques matured to include more flexibility and authenticity and it became increasingly difficult to construct responses that clearly moved the research conversation forward yet were responsive to individual needs. To improve focus, the research questions were placed on the desktop screen and were referenced frequently when constructing responses. I noted, They are now easily referenced when creating replies to participant emails. I write a response question and then re-look at my research questions and aims and see where it fits. If it doesn't quite fit, I refine the question.
Other processes to improve focus were implemented as well.
Throughout the core set of email exchanges, I found that reorienting the participant to the conversation at the beginning of each email was helpful. This was followed by a set of questions placed just before closing salutations. Organizing the emails in this way allowed the participant to reflect on the questions as he or she finished reading the email. This proved to be effective.
In addition, it was discovered that participants were able to handle multiple questions at a time. During the first five interviews, it became clear that participants were not confused, nor did they neglect questions, when multiple questions were asked (and numbered) within a single email. After casually exploring the differences between participants' responses to single concept and single question emails, longer emails with two or more concepts and four or more questions were asked. It became evident that the longer more complicated emails worked well. Longer emails tended to elicit deeper thought, lengthier sharing of ideas, and greater revelations. I noted, Participants in general do fine with me consolidating my emails . . . . I ask lots of questions in one email and sometimes cover 2 completely different lines of questioning.
The caveat here is that participants do better when questions are numbered rather than bulleted. The use of bullet points was not as effective, and some questions would go unanswered; however, numbered questions consistently elicited an equal number of responses. The consistency of this phenomenon throughout the early stage of the study led me to note, "I number the questions. Bullets do not work!"
A noteworthy cycle emerged throughout the study: increased consolidation of thought through use of an increased number of questions on one or more concepts resulted in the collection of superior data. That is, when the participant and I increased our consolidation of thought, there was an overall decrease in the amount of time between exchanges and the participant showed greater engagement resulting in deeper insight. The decreased time between email exchanges translated into an overall decrease in the amount of time across the total interview (in days or weeks) and this resulted in my continued use of consolidation of thought (see Figure 1) . The cycle was deemed healthy and worthy of continuing and was used throughout all interviews except the first few where organizational and logistic styles were being explored.
Preparing the Transcripts
The process for preparing transcripts from email interviews is not well discussed in the literature so a process was designed that worked efficiently and effectively in the Smart Home Study.
When the interview was complete, I transferred the entire email conversation to a Word® document. The email conversation was presented in chronological order and included email subject headings (to, from, date and time of receipt, subject headings). Subject headings were included for three reasons: (a) this was a practical way to express to the analytic team that the email exchanges were indeed in chronological order, (b) subject headings were included in thematic content analysis, and (c) inclusion of dates and times allowed the analytic team to observe (and interpret) the length of time between email exchanges. After the entire conversation was copied and pasted into the Word® document, the participant was de-identified and line numbering enabled. Extra spaces and a line signifying a shift to the next email exchange were placed between email exchanges. Numbering the lines facilitated clear communication among the analytic team and made it easier to refer back to the original text at a later date.
Two other items were included in the transcript: enlarged text and annotations related to participants' replies. If I used enlarged text during the interview, the transcript included one line of the actual text size used. At this point, the following note was inserted into the transcript:
All of my emails from this point forward were sent using the exhibited font and size of the first paragraph below (Calibri, bolded, 22 size). Shown here to allow analysis team to understand the size needed for the participant to see the text. For the purposes of analysis convenience this is the only place the actual font/size used by me will be exhibited.
Sometimes participants copied and pasted the entire original email from me into a reply email and then proceeded to embed their answers within the pasted text. In these cases, I eliminated all of my own introductory words (which were included in the participant's reply) and only placed the question(s) with the participant's embedded response in the transcript. I noted, Analysis team members are finding the text easier to read. Plus, it decreases reading time and increases focus on the informative text.
Each time I deleted original text, I notified the analytic team by inserting the following statement, "*Participant simply hit reply and filled in the answers as 'bolded.' I removed my own opening and closing words, which were part of the reply content, for your convenience." This statement was inserted into the transcript where original but repetitive text was removed.
After completing preparation of the de-identified transcript, I read the entire transcript looking for gaps, ordering mistakes, and de-identification errors. Upon finding no gaps or errors, I saved a duplicate for my own analysis.
Discussion
In this section, we focus our discussion on how to elicit rich quality data and how to manage that data so the end product is a high-quality research study. To do this, we share five lessons learned from our first experience using email interviewing and we make practical recommendations for future users of this method of data collection. Finally, we briefly discuss important implications for future nursing research and practice.
Lessons Learned
See Table 2 for a summary of lessons learned.
Lesson 1: Limit concurrent interviews to two or three.
Proper management of multiple concurrent interviews will improve the discriminative nature of the data. At one point in the Smart Home Study, we had five interviews underway. In hindsight, this was too many because it strained resources (e.g., time) more than anticipated. Clearing the mind between engagements with participants proved difficult and may have impacted some conversations. For example, at one point, participants number 3 and 6 were at similar places in their asynchronous conversations. They also had very similar viewpoints; however, Participant 6 had a slightly different opinion on one of the more nuanced ideas being discussed. Without careful regard to this nuanced answer, it could have been easily missed. In addition, there were a couple of instances where two different participants' conversations aligned but the rhythm and timing of one progressed more rapidly than the other. Attention to detail was required to not get the participants mixed up when responding to both within a relatively close period of time. With face-to-face interviews, the researcher may remember the participant by physical features, meeting location and time, and so forth. This is not possible with the non-face-to-face interview. This inability to apply normal mentally appropriated methods to remembering participants requires the researcher to institute novel methods for remembering the conversation. If the researcher cannot remember the details of the conversation, he or she will need to reread previous emails, in part or entirely, before constructing a response email. This can be cumbersome. One way to mitigate this problem is to limit the number of concurrent interviews. This requires planning ahead and asking the participant to agree on a mutually acceptable start date. Having an agreed upon start date will also allow the researcher time to pause periodically for marinating of ideas before beginning additional interviews.
Other timing considerations are that (a) email interviews may take days, weeks, or months; (b) it is necessary to plan when to embark on a second, third, or fourth concurrent interview; (c) "time-distance" from an event is important to take into account (e.g., traumatic event); and (d) participants' linguistics, typing, and technology skill levels vary (Egan, Chenoweth, & McAuliffe, 2006; Fritz et al., 2016) .
Lesson 2: A well-constructed email will improve elicitation of rich data. Emails at different stages of the interview require attention to different components. A welcome email is one of the most important pieces of the email interview and should contain information about participant rights, the anticipated amount of time needed to complete the interview, and potential risks and benefits of participating in the study. It should also contain a question about the font and text size and whether or not the participant can easily see the text so it can be adjusted accordingly. The end of the welcome email should include a statement such as the following:
If you would like to participate, please respond to this email and indicate when you are ready to begin. If you have any questions about the risks and benefits, please let me know and we can discuss this further before we begin.
A response email by the participant indicating consent will allow the study to begin. (Sample population inclusion criteria should be addressed during recruiting.)
Well-constructed emails used in the main part of the interview are likely to elicit rich responses that range in length from a single paragraph to multiple pages. A wellconstructed email in the main part of the interview will include three components: (a) courteous salutations, (b) orienting (or reorienting) of the participant to the concept and current stage of conversation, followed by (c) openended questions. We found that participants who were well-oriented within the conversation and who clearly understood the questions were more likely to manifest depth of thought and provide better insight.
Lesson 3: Mirror the participant's timing, language, and use of emoticons. Timing proved to be important for both eliciting rich data and managing multiple concurrent interviews.
Mitigation of inaccurate interpretations because of poor quality data required mindfulness with regard to rhythm and timing. The concern was that responding to an email too soon may give the subtle impression that the researcher needs the participant to pick up the pace. Responding too late may cause the conversation to stall. Both had the potential to impact the quality of data. Although we did not experience either of these scenarios (we consistently mirrored participant responses), these were concerns.
We had some participants who responded within hours and others who responded a week or more later. For short turnaround times, a reciprocal response was sent within 12 to 24 hours. Longer response times were reciprocally responded to after the equivalent amount of days had passed. If the longer response time was greater than 3 days, a quick email was sent declaring, "I received your email. Thanks so much for sharing your thoughts. I will reply and send more questions in a couple of days." The follow-on email was then sent per the mirrored rhythm. Given that all our participants later reported the pace was comfortable, we recommend the practice of mirroring timing.
We also encountered a wide range of formal to informal use of language and we responded in similar form, focusing on well-constructed text-based language (Munhall, 2012) that was authentic in voice to enhance the discourse and facilitate presence (Creswell, 2007; Eide & Kahn, 2008) . Casual language, emoticons, and abbreviations that we encountered and used in return were the smiling face ☺, the open mouth smile :D, the wink ;), and the brow furrow /:, and ttyl (talk to you later). These appeared to improve authenticity of voice (DiCicco-Bloom & Crabtree, 2006; James & Busher, 2006) and elicitation of trust. We found that text-based emotions are data and are worthy of recognition in the analytic process. We found they informed thematic development. We also found that by mirroring participants' casual and personalized language, genuine connections were made that elicited rich responses. This was evidenced by statements such as "it was over too soon" and "I like the style with which you interacted with me: as a friend. . . . Your style encouraged me to give more complete and possibly private responses than a 'dry' set of questions would."
Lesson 4: Use email rules and a folder labeling system to improve quality and flow. It was difficult to stay organized and remember the next step needed for each individual when conducting multiple concurrent interviews. We instituted a folder labeling system that greatly helped our organizational processes. (This will be discussed further under the section "Other Practical Recommendations.")
In addition, we noted that emails from participants would arrive in the Outlook Inbox while unrelated work duties were being addressed. The temptation to immediately read the participant's email without taking mindful steps to be present with the data was compelling. Furthermore, depending on the "view" with which the email program was set (e.g., split screen, reading pane hidden or not), accidental viewing of the responses was almost impossible to avoid. To increase mindfulness and presence when reviewing data (i.e., participant's email), rules were set for delivery of emails directly to preset folders. Data were then accessed later when the appropriate time and space had been created.
Lesson 5: Transcripts should include any and all nuanced data. Transcripts should be created in a fashion that facilitates ease of review for the analytic team. Transcripts should also exhibit any nuanced techniques employed for a participant (e.g., enlarged text). When preparing the transcript for the analytic team, we provided a one-line example of the actual size and font used. Furthermore, email subject headings and date and time logs were included in the transcript. This enhanced the analytic team's insight regarding the participant's text-based communication and the timing of their responses. The analytic team reported this was helpful.
See Table 3 for a summary of recommendations.
Other Practical Recommendations
Three other practical recommendations will be discussed here regarding how to elicit rich data while conducting multiple concurrent interviews.
First, keeping the research question and aims in mind is necessary to maintain the focus of the interview. One action that helped with this throughout a multi-week to multi-month interviewing process involved keeping the research questions on the desktop screen when actively responding. Having the research questions visible while constructing response emails improved focus and limited the temptation to venture down a path that might deflect participants' words in response to the research question. Visibility and frequent mental reference to the research questions allowed consistent and mindful use of language and a trajectory that resulted in a disciplined exchange.
Second, when a qualitative researcher prepares for a face-to-face interview, there is a focus on tuning-out the noise of life and coming to a place of mindful purpose so the participant has the researcher's full attention and therefore will be heard. To enhance the ability to be present for the email interview, rules were implemented within the email system. Participants' incoming emails went directly to that participant's folder. (Individual folders were created for each participant.) This direct delivery of emails to assigned folders meant that an incoming email would not accidentally be opened resulting in casual engagement of reading without having created the mental space and capacity for presence. Mindfulness behaviors that enhanced the ability to be present with the material included being in a quiet and private space, actively clearing the mind of life's noise, drawing the mind toward the participant and the content and questions, and the opening up of self to new ideas. A third process that improved organization and efficiency included the labeling of folders that were created on the email server to organize and save email exchanges. When managing several interviews concurrently, confusion can quickly ensue regarding the order in which participants are engaged. It can be difficult to keep track of which interviews have already been completed and which have been both completed and sent to the analytic team. To solve this issue, we instituted a folder labeling system that allowed easy recognition of the chronological order of participant engagement and where each interview was in the process. We labeled the email folders with codes to maintain anonymity. Along with the codes, the folder was assigned a 1, 2, 3, and so forth, according to the chronological ranking of the participant. Then, a plus "+" or a minus "−" was placed after the name so the researcher could see at a glance which interviews were in progress (+) and which were not in progress (−). Upon completion of an interview, the folder was renamed by adding a "c" to the end of the coded name. This indicated the interview was complete. After creating the transcript and sending it to the analytic team, the folder was renamed again and an "s" was placed after the "c" to indicate that the interview was "complete" and the transcript "sent" for analysis. The result was a folder named, for example, "P4cs."
Implications for Future Nursing Research and Practice
The emergence of email interviewing has several implications for future nursing research and practice. The following are important considerations: (a) Email interviewing is "green" and uses less environment and infrastructure resources; (b) research institutions may need to evaluate their policies regarding the collection and management of text-based data; (c) IRB committees may need to consider the ethics of interviewing vulnerable persons from a distance, where nonverbal distress cues cannot be assessed; and (d) IRB committees need to remain current in their knowledge of modern technologies used by researchers so informed decisions can be made. Articles documenting researchers' experiences using email interviewing are needed to expand knowledge and expertise.
Conclusion
There are many advantages to conducting email interviews, but the specific methods used to elicit and manage the data must fit the tenets of the chosen qualitative methodology. Nurse researchers using email interviews for topics requiring methodical responses by participants may obtain high levels of discriminative data when a realistic and clear plan for data collection exists, and the researcher is flexible and responsive. Convenience without sacrificing quality may encourage more nurse researchers to give email interviewing a try. Nurse researchers may wish to consider using email interviewing as an effective and convenient method for collecting qualitative data. These findings are consistent with others cited in this article, offering suggestions for a growing type of qualitative interview.
I find opening a participant's email response comparable to opening a Christmas present! It is always exciting to see what's inside. Kind-of addicting I must say. (Fritz Field Journal) 
